In this study, we examine the landscape of JIBS authorship over time to assess -(1) the accessibility of JIBS to new contributors, and (2) the diversity of authors contributing to JIBS. Our analysis of author data from 1972 to 2014 shows that JIBS is becoming more accessible, as indicated by the high and sustained proportion of first-time contributors to the journal. This is also evident from the recent decline in the share of authors with multiple past JIBS publications. With regard to diversity, our findings show that JIBS has a much wider geographic scope of authors on its landscape in comparison to previous decades. 
INTRODUCTION
The Academy of International Business (AIB), which is the leading association of international business (IB) scholars, has 3,188 members in 88 countries around the world, according to the AIB website as of February 2016. The number of new members joining AIB annually has grown almost tenfold since 1980 (see Table A .1 in the appendix for details). This growth has been accompanied by an increase in the geographic spread of the AIB membership as well (see Figure A .1 and Table A .2 in the appendix for details). Just as the membership of the AIB has become more diverse and geographically dispersed, so has the authorship landscape of JIBS -the official publication of the AIB. In 1972, JIBS published 10 articles by authors, all but one of whom were located in the U.S. In 2014, by comparison, JIBS published 54 articles by authors located in 28 countries. This gives us some indication of how the composition of JIBS authorship has changed in the last few decades, which have also seen a rising trend in the number of articles published (see Figure A.2 and Table A.3 in the appendix for details).
Is JIBS equally accessible to first-time authors as it is to well renowned, more established scholars? As the Editor-in-Chief of JIBS, the first author has encountered this question at conferences and meetings numerous times, and therefore this study was long overdue. To seek an answer to this question, we assess the accessibility of JIBS along two dimensions -(1) first-time authorships and (2) multiple repeat authorships. When a scholar who has never published in JIBS publishes for the first time in JIBS, he or she is referred to as a first-time author. A repeat author, on the other hand, is one with multiple JIBS publications. With regard to first-time authorships, in this investigation, we examine the percentage of first-time contributors to the journal from 1995 to 2014 using author data from 1972 to 1994 as the inherited stock of authors that have published in JIBS. To further assess the openness of JIBS, we examine how the share of articles by repeat authors has varied over time. Since JIBS has been striving to be open and accessible to new scholars and new disciplines, we examine the trend in the number of multiple repeat authors over time. To this end, we recorded the number of previous publications in JIBS for each author-year pair for all authors since 1980.
The last two decades have witnessed an increase in international scholarly travel and communication enabled by technologies with faster connectivity, both virtual and physical, between regions that span the globe. This has facilitated, among other things such as a rise in the quality and quantity of business schools worldwide, an increase in international co-authorship not only in the social sciences, but also in the sciences, arts and humanities (Choi, 2012) . Many formerly unknown authors have thus emerged on the authorship landscape of JIBS. As JIBS publishes insightful, impactful, and innovative research on firms that cross political boundaries and often, although not always, operate in different institutional environments, we examine how international is the research community that dedicates its efforts to this field. Two decades have passed since a similar question was tackled by Thomas et al. (1994) , and so we seek to reassess where we stand in terms of the geographic spread of JIBS authors. Thus, in this study, we examine the diversity of JIBS contributors in terms of their geographic dispersion across the JIBS landscape. For this purpose, we analyze JIBS author data from 1972 to 2014 to determine the geographic location of authors who collaborated on research projects. We use the university affiliation of an author to determine his or her geographic location.
Lower cost of global communications and lower cost of travel has facilitated human mobility across long distances and has enabled temporary and permanent people flows. Increased human mobility, in turn, has enabled scientists to expand their human and social capital through participation in international knowledge networks (Edler, Fier, & Grimpe, 2011) . International Business (IB) scholars, like natural scientists, partly due to the nature of the business they are in, tend to be quite mobile and this makes them more likely to form collaborations across the globe. To improve our understanding of this phenomenon, we examine the migration patterns of JIBS contributors. For this purpose, we use biographical information of the authors who published in JIBS between and including 2008 to 2014. To map the migration patterns of a scholar, we use his or her country of birth, country of PhD-granting institution and university affiliation (as given on the publication). We use the terms country of birth and country of origin interchangeably.
Our analysis shows that JIBS has become more open and has a much wider geographic scope of authors. By open, we mean that it is as accessible to new authors as it is to established or already recognized authors. Our analysis of JIBS author data reveals that roughly sixty percent of authors publishing in JIBS are first-time contributors. We also find a discernible declining trend in the percentage of multiple repeat authors from 2010 onwards, suggesting that in the term of the current editorial team since 2011 the journal has become relatively more accessible to new scholars. Consistent with the findings of other studies that have focused on the science and engineering (S&E) disciplines, we also find that there has been an increase in the number of authors per article published in JIBS. With regard to the diversity of JIBS contributors in terms of their geographic dispersion, we find that the research community of JIBS is more geographically dispersed worldwide than ever before. Authors from the United States continue to be the largest contributing group to JIBS. In the last decade, however, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of authors publishing in JIBS from China, Canada, Netherlands, Australia, Singapore and Germany.
An examination of the migration patterns of JIBS authors from 2008 to 2014 reveals that a little over half of all international business scholars are employed outside their country of birth. Of those who are employed in their country of birth, approximately 12 percent are return migrants i.e. persons who left their country of birth to seek PhD education abroad and later returned. We find that there is a higher proportion of natives among authors whose PhDs were obtained outside the US, as compared to those whose PhD granting institution is in the US. Of the total number of PhD-seeking migrants, approximately one-third have US-PhDs; this suggests that scholars who pursue a PhD degree in the US tend to stay in the US and possibly help build new bridges of scholarship between their country of origin and country of residence. We also find that China has the highest number of returnees, followed by South Korea. This provides further evidence to the notion of brain circulation (Saxenian, 2005) ; return migrants also help bind their countries of origin into international knowledge networks, and JIBS is a vehicle for this.
JIBS AUTHORSHIP LANDSCAPE
To examine the composition of JIBS authorship, we began by collecting data containing detailed information on all articles published in JIBS from 1980 to 2014 from Thomson Reuters' Web of Science (WoS) database, which contains data from 1980 onwards. For the remaining years (i.e. 1970 to 1979), we collected the articles from JIBS archives. In addition to this, we downloaded electronic versions of all articles published in JIBS since 1970. This was done to collect author affiliation and PhD granting institution information from the biography included in the articles. For the cases where this information was missing, we used online sources to complete the dataset. We excluded the articles for 1971 and 1972 from our study, as these articles did not contain affiliation information and so country assignment for these articles was not possible.
As the WoS assigns editorials, review articles, book reviews etc. to the type "article", and that is not consistent with JIBS categories, we manually assigned each publication to categories used by JIBS.
Thus, research notes and perspectives were included as articles, while book reviews were excluded (see Table A .4 in the appendix for details). In all, our database included 1,564 JIBS manuscripts from 2,197 unique authors affiliated with institutions from 66 countries for our observation period. Authors' last and first name or initials defined unique authors. For each last name with multiple first names or initials, we checked uniqueness based on the initial of the first name and affiliation. Until 2007, the WoS data lists all author affiliations, it does not provide one-to-one correspondence between author and affiliation information; therefore, we manually mapped the affiliation information using the information provided in the corresponding journal article. We extracted the country of residence from the affiliation information of the authors. If an author was affiliated with institutions located in more than one country, we assigned all the countries to the author. Where the country information was missing, we manually assigned the country based on the identification of the institution. For 2008 onwards, the affiliation for each author and the country of residence information was extracted from WoS data. All calculations and analysis were performed using the statistical software R (RCoreDevelopmentTeam, 2015) .
Preliminary data analysis revealed an overall increasing trend in the numbers of authors per paper for our observation period. Figure 1 shows the average number of authors per paper per year for articles In sum, Figure 1 suggests that scholars are increasingly collaborating with others, and are part of research teams as opposed to being sole-authors on publications.
ACCESSIBILITY OF JIBS

First-time authors
To improve our understanding of the relative openness (or lack thereof) of the journal, we first examined the proportion of first-time authors publishing in JIBS. All authors who had published in the journal up until the end of 1994 were flagged as 'already published in JIBS.' Author data for 1995 onwards was then used to determine the percentage of first-time authorship. PhD advisor, we analyzed the data on previous publications for JIBS authors to be able to see how often first-time authors' co-authors are themselves repeat authors. For this purpose, we split the data on JIBS articles by the number of co-authors per publication. 235 articles with sole first-time authors were not included in this analysis. All other publications were grouped by the number of co-authors per publication. We identified 471 JIBS articles that were co-authored by two authors, at least one of whom was a first-time author. We then examined the number of publications for the other author(s) of these 471 articles. Table 1 shows the frequency distribution of the number of publications of a first-time authors' co-author. As shown in Table 1 , 243 articles or nearly 50 percent of the articles in this category were comprised of author teams consisting of two authors, both of whom were publishing in JIBS for the first time. This suggests that while half of the first-time authors publishing in JIBS work with repeat-authors, the other half work with fellow first-time authors. Similarly, we analyzed publications with three co-authors, when at least one author was a firsttime author. Of the 297 articles, 107 articles (36%) had all three authors as first-time authors, and 114 (38%) had two first-time authors. In other words, the majority of the papers with three authors had at least two first-time authors.
Number of Previous
DIVERSITY OF JIBS CONTRIBUTORS
Collaboration often leads to more impactful research by bringing together the expertise and experience of different individuals on a research team. As countries have become increasingly specialized in technological knowledge, new knowledge creation requires sourcing of knowledge from locations around the world (Cantwell & Vertova, 2004) . This trend has been facilitated by the advent of the internet and related telecommunication products that have made it easier to communicate and coordinate tasks across global teams. In the natural sciences, approximately 74 percent of the papers published are products of collaborative efforts of several institutions; in addition, over a third of the papers are internationally coauthored (The Royal Society, 2011) . For S&E journal articles more widely, the number of internationally coauthored articles has grown from 8% in 1988 to 16% in 1997, and then to 25% by 13 2012 (National Science Board, 2014). We find a similar trend increase for JIBS, but in the case of JIBS there is an even more impressive rise in the proportion of internationally coauthored articles, to around two-thirds of the total. The number of internationally co-authored articles for JIBS has grown from 16.7% in 1988 to 32.3% in 1997, and then to 66.7% in 2012. Figure 5 shows the average number of countries of residence of authors per paper per year for articles published in JIBS from 1972 to 2014. We calculate the average number of countries represented per paper first, and then use these numbers to calculate the average for the entire year; these averages are provided in Table A .10 in the appendix. The solid squares in Figure 5 show the average values per paper when all papers are included, while the white squares show the average values per year without the outlier papers (five papers had more than nine authors, similarly four papers had more than nine countries of residence represented, based on author affiliations). The average number of countries of residence represented (indicated by author affiliations), per paper showed an overall rising trend. The two lines in Figure 5 show the slope based on simple regression estimations for the two periods. The slope is 0.0096 (p < 0.001) for the first period (i.e. 1972 to 1995) and it is 0.0304 (p < 0.001) for the second period (i.e. 1995 to 2014) . While the slope in the second period doubled for the average number of authors, it triples for the average number of countries of residence of these authors. This demonstrates that an increasing internationalization of research collaborations has occurred above and beyond the increasing number of authors per research collaboration. Furthermore, the average number of countries per paper is approaching the level of two, which suggests that internationally co-authored articles have become the norm. This is corroborated by the median of two countries of residence per paper since 2010.
Geographic spread of authors
To examine the geographic spread of JIBS authorship, we relied on the country of the university with which an author was affiliated. Figure 6 shows the percentage distribution of authors from North America, Europe, Asia-Pacific and the remaining countries (shown as 'Other'). The data corresponding to Figure 6 is provided in Table A .11 in the appendix. As shown in figure 6, the percentage of authors from North America has declined considerably since the journal began in 1970. A rising share of authors from the Asia-Pacific region and the European region has accompanied this declining trend in authors affiliated with North American institutions. As the growth in the number of business schools (and thus the expectation to publish in major journals), in several countries around the globe, may be contributing to the increased geographic dispersion of the JIBS authorship landscape, we looked at the regional distribution of business schools for comparison purposes. A comparison of the geographic distribution of the authors of JIBS articles (as shown in Table A .11 in the appendix) with the equivalent shares of the top 100 business schools by region (see Table A .12 for details for corresponding years) shows that the former is higher for Europe and Asia, but it has fallen lower for North America. This suggests that the rise in the number of JIBS authors affiliated with universities in Europe and Asia-Pacific is more than the rise in the number of business schools in the respective regions. Following Thomas et al. (1994) , we examine the frequency distribution of author affiliations by country in order to investigate which countries have emerged on the authorship landscape of JIBS since 1995. Table 2 shows the top twenty countries ranked by the number of author affiliations by country for JIBS articles published during the last twenty years (1995-2004 and 2005-2014) . A comparison of the list of countries for 1995-2004 period as shown in Table 2 , with the frequency of author affiliations by country for 1970-1993 period from Table 2 of Thomas et al. (1994) Table 2 , other countries such as China, Canada, Netherlands, Australia, Singapore and Germany have seen a multifold increase in the last ten years in comparison to the 1995-2004 period. Table 2 shows that on average, authors from five countries -namely the USA, China, Canada, the UK and the Netherlands -have dominated the JIBS landscape for the [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] [2011] [2012] [2013] [2014] period. Figure 7 shows how contributors from these five countries have varied over time. 
Mobility
The increase in the geographic spread of research collaborations can be attributed partly to the increased migration of scholars and scientists across borders. For example, Scellato, Franzoni and Stephan (2014) find that foreign-born scientists as well as return scientists tend to have co-authorship networks that are larger than those of native researchers without international background. Return scientists catalyze production of knowledge in their country of origin (Choudhury, 2015 , Wang, 2015 , and this knowledge is often of higher quality (Perri, Scalera, & Mudambi, 2015) . Foreign-born scientists help build new bridges of scholarship between their countries of origin and residence. More than a third of foreign-born scientists have research partnerships with their counterparts in their countries of origin (Scellato, Franzoni, & Stephan, 2014) . Cross-border partnerships have become more functional and practical in the last few decades, in part due to advances in information, communication and transportation technologies.
While "broadband penetration had a significant impact" (Choi, 2012: 39) on the co-authorship networks in research collaborations, it is not a defining factor (Choi, 2012) . In today's highly connected world, face-to-face contact is necessary (as opposed to online contact only) for the initiation of collaboration ties (Choi, 2012) . The foundation for collaboration ties are more likely to be laid through face-to-face contact of a scholar with other scholars in an organizational setting. These include but are not limited to universities, educational institutions, professional associations, and research labs to name a few.
One would expect, therefore, that the greater is the cross-border geographical dispersion of institutions attended by scholars, the greater is the likelihood of increased participation in international collaborations. Scholars whose country of birth, country of PhD-granting institution and country of university affiliation (associated with the publication) are the same, we term natives. Scholars whose country of birth is different from their common country of PhD-granting institution and their country of affiliation, we term PhD-seeking migrants. Scholars whose country of PhD-granting institution and country of affiliation are different, we name job-seeking migrants. Scholars with the same country of birth and affiliation, but a different country of PhD-granting institution are referred to as returnees, a term frequently used in the migration literature. And lastly, scholars whose country of birth, country of PhDgranting institution, and country of affiliation are all different, we describe as nomads. To illustrate this with an example, if a JIBS author born in India completed her PhD education in India and was employed at a university in India, we assigned her to the native category. As another illustration with regard to more than one assignment (aka dual role), if an author, who had published in JIBS, while being a native, moves to another country and has yet another publication in JIBS, then he or she will be in our database twice -once as native, and once as a job-seeking migrant. Table 3 shows the categories of JIBS authors based on their mobility patterns; a check mark (✓) represents common countries, whereas a cross (X) indicates a country that is different from the others for that category.
Category name
Country of origin (or birth)
Country of PhDgranting institution
Country of university affiliation
Natives ✓ ✓ ✓ Table 3 : Categories of JIBS authors based on mobility patterns Our initial data set consisted of 915 authors, who had published in JIBS from 2008 to 2014. For mobility analysis, we focused only on those authors who were affiliated with a unique university at a given point in time. For this purpose, we 31 excluded authors with multiple affiliations; this reduced our sample to 884 authors. Of these 884 authors, we discarded additional 104 authors. While many of these 104 authors were missing biographical information, some of these authors were students and so they did not have a work university affiliation. Thus our final sample consisted of 780 authors. As six authors had dual roles during our observation period, Table 4 shows 786 roles for the 780 authors. As noted earlier, dual roles occur when for example, natives go abroad later in their career, or job-seeking migrants move to another country thereby becoming a nomad by our definition, or if a scholar returns to her home country after being a nomad. As there is a (somewhat close to) one-to-one correspondence between individual authors and author roles (only six authors have dual roles), we calculate the percentage of authors that belong to each category in order to shed further light on the mobility patterns of IB scholars. Table 4 shows that, of the authors who have published in JIBS since 2008, about 39 percent were natives; 28 percent were PhD-seeking migrants, or in other words their country of origin and country of PhD granting institution are different; and 14 percent were nomads, meaning that their country of origin, country of PhD granting institution and country of (work) university institution affiliation were all different. Returnees constituted about 12 percent of all authors in our observation period and job-seeking migrants constituted the lowest share -approximately 7 percent of our sample.
PhD-seeking migrants
Table 4 also shows that academic mobility has reinforced the trend towards the greater internationalization of the population of JIBS authors, away from natives born, educated and employed in the US. About two-fifths of JIBS authors with US PhDs were PhD-seeking migrants, and most PhDseeking migrants found their opportunity in the US. Meanwhile, over four-fifths of job-seeking migrants had non-US PhDs, authors who found their employment opportunity in another country (which was sometimes in the US) after completing their PhD. Table 4 , non-US PhDs had a higher number of natives (173) who chose to stay in their country of origin as compared to US PhDs (130). Table 5 shows the distribution of JIBS authors in the five categories organized by country of PhD-granting institution. Table 5 allows us to see in greater detail the geographic distribution of authors in our sample. While most PhD-seeking migrants were in the US, other quite popular choices were the UK, Canada and Australia. With regard to natives, the USA has the highest number as noted earlier, but scholars in several other countries also tend to stay in their country of origin; these include Germany (21), the UK (21), Netherlands (17) and China (17). Next, we organized these data by country of origin of authors to see which countries receive the highest number of returnees. Table 6 shows the returnees by country of origin and country of PhD We also organized these data for PhD-seeking migrants, as shown in Table 7 ; the rows represent the country of origin of scholars, while the columns represent both, the country of PhD-granting institution as well as their place of work. Scholars from China (77), India (44), South Korea (17), Turkey (11) and Japan (9) rank the highest in this category. In other words, scholars from these countries of origin are most likely to take up a job in their country of PhD-granting institution. A comparison of returnees and PhD-seeking migrants by their country of origin (as shown in Table 6 and 7 respectively) depicts some interesting migration patterns. For instance, India has only 2 returnees, but 44 PhD-seeking migrants, suggesting more out-migration from India, as opposed to return migration. For those 44 PhD- 
Mobility
Country of PhD
seeking migrants from India, the main destinations are USA (38), Australia (3), UK (2) and Canada (1), as shown in Table 7 . China, on the other hand, has 77 PhD-seeking migrants, but also has a higher number of returnees (57). The main destinations for PhD-seeking migrants from China are the USA (48), Canada (15), the UK (8) and Australia (3). 
Country of residence
Lastly, we organized these data for job-seeking migrants (see Table A .14 in the appendix for details) and for nomads (see Table A .15 in the appendix for details). The USA (10), Canada (5), China (5), Finland (5), Germany (5) and Russia (5) rank the highest in job-seeking category of scholars. In other words, scholars from these countries complete their PhD in their country of origin and then take up a position in a foreign country. These numbers are relatively smaller than the numbers for both, returnees
and PhD-seeking migrants. Finally, in the nomad category of scholars, we find that China (21), India (21), South Korea (13), France (11) and Germany (11) rank the highest, as shown in Table A .15 in the appendix.
As mobile inventors tend to be more productive than non-movers (Hoisl, 2007) , we investigated whether a similar relationship exists for IB scholars as well. For this purpose, we calculated the average citation score for each of the five categories mentioned above. The scores for each of the five categories are as follows -Native 15.99, PhD-seeking migrant 17.3, Job-seeking migrant 16.87, Returnee 17.11 and Nomad 12.58. The pairwise t-test indicates, however, that there are no significant differences between these five categories. This could be related to the fact that an article often has a mix of author roles and contributions, so we may not be capturing the true productivity of an individual author. Consistent with the findings of studies that have observed an increase in international coauthorship since the 1990s in the S&E disciplines, we have also found that international research collaborations are on the rise for JIBS. Since increased mobility of scientists facilitates increased international research collaborations (Choi, 2012 , Luukkonen, Persson, & Sivertsen, 1992 , Scellato, Franzoni, & Stephan, 2014 , we also investigated the mobility patterns of JIBS authors. to discern trends over time in our migrant categories of JIBS authors. Furthermore, we had to discard approximately ten percent of the observations as important biographical information was missing for these authors. Lastly, we excluded 31 authors with multiple affiliations to avoid a mix of mobility roles for individuals. However, it must be noted that these represented a very small percentage of the observations in our sample. 1995  1722  368  495  71  2656  1996  1621  379  537  78  2615 1997  1647  383  554  83  2667  1998  1636  427  486  79  2628  1999  1619  459  464  80  2622   2000  1595  513  455  62  2625  2001  1485  532  492  56  2565  2002  1480  490  569  62  2601  2003  1442  553  526  64  2585  2004  1394  599  515  60 
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